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ABSTRACT
Delinquency has been examined by many disciplines. There is no single explanation for
delinquency. This study tests Hirschi's Theory on a group of adolescents that violate laws
that have not been adjudicated delinquents. These adolescents have not been labeled
delinquent, but have been placed in a facility to assist at-risk adolescents. A modified
version of Elliot's National Youth Study questionnaire was used to measure delinquency.
This data gathered indicated a significant decline in delinquency while participating in
the program. Hirschi 's theory is an empirical test found to be relevant to these
adolescents.
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CHAPTER ONE
Identifying the Research Problem
The juvenile court system faces tremendous challenges to its resources because of
the increasing amount of delinquent cases entering its domain. Throughout the United
States in 2002, the average number of cases per day was 4,400 in comparison to 1,100 in
1960. In 2002, 1.6 million juveniles were charged with offenses in comparison to 1.1
million in 1985 (Synder & Sickmund, 2006). Due to the increased numbers of delinquent
offenses, the U.S. Department of Justice has funded many state and local programs to
develop strategies to prevent delinquency. These programs are designed to address risk
factors that increase the likelihood of juvenile offending (Gonzales, Henke, Flores, 2000).
Prevention programs are typically associated with "information, education, alternative
behaviors, and primary and early intervention activities" that help build protective factors
to inhibit offending (Office of National Drug Control Policy, 2003.)
Numerous factors contribute to the increase of juvenile offenders. Walker (1995)
provided an overview of factors that he believed to be influential on offending. He
suggested these factors: "A ghetto, delinquent peers, dysfunctional home, poor diet, poor
examples, no guidance, no help or love, a poor education, no place to spend his idle time,
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poor companionship, no parents or caregivers with anything to offer... " (p. 100). These
factors put adolescents at risk of becoming delinquent.
The court system utilizes the numbers of delinquent cases to measure juvenile
offending. Their statistical data is unable to emphasize juvenile offending for those
adolescents who have not entered the court's domain. This research looks at a small
population of adolescents having committed delinquent acts, but the court system is
unaware of them. These adolescents have not been labeled as official delinquents.
The Patrick Henry Boys and Girls Plantation is the site for the present research.
Patrick Henry is a nondenominational Christian agency that "founded its ministry on the
belief that accepting Jesus as Savior is the most important decision that any individual
will make in his life" (McCullough, p. 4, 2004). This home was originally established in
1961 to aid neglected and homeless boys during that time. The program's philosophy was
to provide
"a concept of right and wrong, a feeling of being accepted in our home,
community, church, and school, a fear of consequences, to develop
leadership, hope toward the future, a high sense of values, to develop a
good attitude toward his present life situation, and a respect for God and
authorities, always keeping clear as to what is most important with regard
to religious convictions, philosophy of life so that each boy when he is
ready to leave our home is able to take his place in society without fear but
is capable of making his own way, a well rounded citizen" (McCullough,
2004, p. 30).

As the program grew, the level of care changed from supplying adolescents with
the basic needs such as "food, clothing, shelter, and an education to providing them with
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family modeling, social skills, individual family counseling, and career preparations"
(McCullough, 2004, p. 26). The program later in the 60s evolved more towards
prevention. This program in 1979 expanded to accept females.
This is a nonprofit organization which does not accept government funding. It is
dependent on charitable donations with a mission "to prevent juvenile delinquency for
children that are at risk. The criterion for children includes those at risk, coming from
dysfunctional families that are unable to meet their children's needs" ( Patrick Henry
Boys & Girls Plantation, 2004). Adolescents who enter this program are not court
referred. All those seeking admission must surrender their parental rights in signing a
certificate of entrustment. Acceptance is based on the need of the adolescent being at risk
regardless of the family's ability to pay. The structure of this organization is family
oriented. They reside in the program with full-time married couples who encourage
morals, values, participation in activities at home, school, and in the community. The
married couples are those that are dedicated, who love children, have a strong Christian
faith, and who have had "successful family life experiences of their own" (McCullough,
2004, p. 28).
Patrick Henry Boys and Girls Plantation has seven homes which are located in
Brookneal, Rustburg, Cluster Springs, Bedford, and Wylliesburg (Patrick Henry Boys &
Girls Plantation, 2004).
The purpose of this research is two-fold:
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1. Does Patrick Henry Boys and Girls home programmatically deter delinquency
while enrolled in the program?
2. This is an empirical test of Hirschi 's Theory of Social Control (Bond).

Definition of Terms
In this research, identifying and defining key terms will provide a clear
understanding of the concepts that will be used throughout this study. The key terms, as
defined by Agnew (2001, p. 6) are as follows:
1. At Risk: Children with the potential for becoming an official delinquent.
2. Delinquency: Illegal acts for children under the age of 18 and which, if an
adult, would be considered a crime.
3. Status Offenses: Those which are illegal for children under the age of 18 but
are not considered adult crimes (p. 6).
The next chapter will review Hirschi's (1969) control theory, "The Bond," and its
elements such as attachment, involvement, belief, and commitment to provide a
framework for this research.

Chapter Two
Hirschi 's Theories and Application to This Research
Hirschi's (1969) theory views delinquent behavior as acts that have resulted "due
to weak or broken bonds to society" (p. 16). The bonds consist of four elements:
attachment, commitment, involvement, and belief. Hirschi relates the weakness and
strengths of an individual to the elements of the bond in explaining delinquent behavior.
The social bond proposes that delinquency occurs due to the failure to maintain all four
elements (Wiatroski, Griswold, & Roberts, 1981). Patrick Henry's Plantation
incorporates the four elements of the bond to prevent juvenile delinquency. The children
enter this program come from dysfunctional homes that have weak or broken bonds.

Attachment
Hirschi (1969) employed the importance of attachment to parents. He also had
the realization that parents cannot always be present when the child is tempted by
delinquent acts. Hirschi believed that if the child and parent had strong communications
about activities and unacceptable behaviors, then, in the absence of a parent, the child
would value his parents' perceptions toward committing a delinquent act. If the
communications were not strong, the child would not give any value to the perceptions of
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the parent; he would be free to commit delinquent acts. How well the family interacts and
bonds assumes an important role in the social control theory (Laub & Sampson, 1988).
Ultimately the stronger the bond to parents, the more likely the child will adhere
to expectations and conform to the norms of a particular society (Hirschi, 1969). That
statement assumes that the parents are not encouraging delinquency by their illegal acts.
Hirschi "felt that the family of a delinquent will agree with respectable society that
delinquency is wrong regardless of their parents' participation in illegal activities" (p.
96).
When a child enters Patrick Henry Plantation, the house parents become the
surrogate parents. The house parents strive to provide an environment that teaches trust,
appropriate behaviors, expectations, and strong communication.
Hirschi ( 1969) also emphasized the importance of attachment to school. He
suggests that children who dislike school tend to be motivated more toward delinquency
and those that do not do well academically tend to lose interest and are free to commit
delinquent acts. Not having interest in or caring about school also coincides with the
tendency to feel that the school has no control over them. Children who are
"academically competent are less likely to be delinquent because they have prospects for
the future they do not wish to jeopardize" (p. 134).
Patrick Henry Plantat.ion teaches the importance of education and prospects for
the future. They are actively involved in the child's education, assisting in homework,
and they provide rewards for the children working toward their fullest potential. Patrick
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Henry has a scale known as, A Level Guide, that places children in Levels 1-4. This
determines the child's allowance, outings, free time, phone calls, and social life.
Each child entering Patrick Henry enters in at Level 1. In order to receive more
privileges, a child must "volunteer for jobs, be trustworthy, honest, set good examples,
show respect, accept constructive criticism, make good judgments, admit to mistakes,
take responsibility for actions, and display positive attitudes" (Patrick Henry Plantation
Level Guide, 2004, p. 1).
Hirschi (1969) also viewed the attachment to peers and its effects on delinquent
acts. His findings concluded that delinquent acts are often committed with peers who tend
to be delinquent themselves. If a child has a weak attachment to social ties and has a
delinquent friend, that child will more likely commit delinquent acts as well. Whether a
child commits delinquent acts rests on how large their stakes are in conformity. If they
have a high stake in conformity, they will not commit; in retrospect, if they have a low
stake in conformity, they will commit delinquent acts. Patrick Henry incorporated a level
system to enhance the child's abilities to conform by placing a value on privileges.

Commitment
Hirschi (1969) believed that commitment is one's ability to confonn to rules,
commit to education, and to conventional activities. These activities include, work,
sports, hobbies, recreation, and family. Conformity to rules may lend itself to fears
related to consequences to explain why some may not participate in an undesirable
behavior. The main perspective for commitment is that people invest their "time, energy,
and self' in conventional activities such as jobs, education, etc. Therefore, before acting
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on deviant behaviors, they must be willing to lose their investments (p. 20). Hirschi
suggests that ambition and aspiration play an integral part in conformity, so in turn, by
investing in conventional activities, they have committed to conformity.
Patrick Henry encourages children to invest their time in conventional activities
such as adopting a three mile highway, participating in the plantation choir, baseball,
basketball, tennis, golf, football, equine shows, 4-H livestock clubs, fishing, community
services, and beauty pageants in addition to being involved in extracurricular activities in
their perspective schools (McCullough, 2004).

Involvement
The common assumption of the control theory in involvement in conventional
activities is that it will keep the individual so busy that they will not have time to commit
delinquent acts (Hirschi, 1969). The involvement in school activities measures how much
time is spent doing homework. The more time spent on homework, the less time the child
has to be involved in activities with peers that could lead them toward committing
delinquent acts.
"Regardless of the commitment to education and involvement in school
activities," if the child is more involved with "working-class-adult" activities such as
"riding around in cars, drinking, smoking, and finds adolescence to be boring," then the
probability of committing delinquent acts will increase (Hirschi, 1969, p. 196).
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Beliefs
Hirschi (1969) held that beliefs were based on a society's common value system.
Beliefs do not cause delinquency; rather, the "absence of effective beliefs that forbid
delinquency" causes delinquency. Hirschi's perspective was that beliefs toward laws are
based on how committed and attached an individual is to conventional institutions (pp.
198-203).
Patrick Henry Plantation teaches integrity, honesty, following the rules, and laws
that society values. Religion also plays an integral part in this program. This program is
nondenominational and each group home attends church in their locality (Patrick Henry
Boys & Girls Plantation, 2004).
The next chapter will review research studies that employ Hirschi's Theory, The
Bond, and its four elements-attachment, commitment, involvement, and belief and its
correlations to the relationships of families, parental monitoring, school, peers, and
religion.

Research Studies
Numerous studies have viewed the relationships of families, parental monitoring,
peers, school, and religion that support Hirschi 's ( 1969) Control Theory. These studies
attempt to offer an interpretive understanding of those children that are potentially more
likely to be at risk of committing delinquent acts.

Family
The family is the first group we encounter and the one with which we have the
most enduring relationship. The family is the most important element in "human

experiences" (Yablonsky & Haskell, 1988, pg. 119). According to McWhirter,
McWhirter, McWhirter & McWhirter (1988), the family plays a critical part in the
adjustment and well-being of children. "Parents can mitigate against delinquency or
encourage it" (p. 164).
Laub and Sampson (1988) concluded that parents who encourage delinquent acts
disrupted the families' social controls which in turn affected the amount of delinquent
acts of the boys. Other research has indicated that the family may also provide a
protective barrier against performing delinquent acts (Ellingston, 1948). In addition to the
critical role that the family plays, it is also important to view the environment in which
the child lives. In one study, the family environment was much more positive when the
parents tended to have warmer and more positive interactions with their children
(Angenent & de Man, 1996).
Parents interacting and bonding with their children may ultimately affect a child's
opinions toward committing a delinquent act. According to Katz, Dunham and
Zimmerman (1997), research findings viewed attachment and its application to
delinquency specifically, adolescent development and substance use, which indicated that
family attachment directly affected beliefs toward laws and delinquent behaviors.
Van Voorhis (1988) found that children with strong attachments toward their
parents have also "developed and internalized a set of values or have parents
psychologically present" (p. 236). Therefore when parents were physically absent, the
child would be guided by their values.
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In their research on gang members Lyon, Henggeler, and Hall (1992) found
support for psychological presence of parents, particularly for the mothers of Hispanic
American youth. According to Cernkowich and Giordano ( 1987), findings suggested that
psychological presence plays an integral part in the relationship between parents and their
delinquent children. Their findings found an association between delinquent involvement
and parents' interactions. Rankin and Wells (1987) study found that strictness from the
parental figure determined delinquency. Their findings suggested low and high levels of
strictness resulted in delinquency and medium levels did not.
Other research suggests that risk factors for delinquency may be determined by
exposure to different family structures. Broken homes consisting of divorce, separation,
or death have effects on the social controls of a child. According to Rankin and Wells
(1987), "Children from broken families and families-in-conflict are thought to be
psychologically at risk" for behavior and attitude problems (p. 257). They also
demonstrate examples of behavioral and attitude problems for at risk children "including
acute psychiatric, poor school achievement, poor sex-role identification, negative
evaluations of parents, low self-esteem, lack of peer friendships, anxiety, immaturity, and
depression, plus a number of behavioral problems such as juvenile delinquency" (p. 257).
Family structure defines the likelihood of a child being more at risk for
delinquency. Thomas (2001) conducted a study of "127 ninth-graders at a medium size
public high school." The sample included "55% males and 45% females." Measurements
used to test this sample included "Face III, the modified version of the Elliot Self-Report
Delinquency Scale and a short demographic questionnaire." The purpose of this study
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was to test the children's "attachment and emotional bonding" to their family. Research
findings indicated that 76 children lived in traditional families and 50 lived in
nontraditional families. Its finding suggested children living in nontraditional families
committed more delinquent acts than those in traditional families (p. 655).
Another study viewed the well being of children in a nontraditional family versus
a traditional family. According to Amato (2005), findings based on a meta-analysis of 67
studies of divorced children showed that they "scored lower on well-being in comparison
to children of married couples." Children born out of wedlock with single parents showed
a "variety of cognitive, emotional, and behavior problems" (p. 75).
Children living with biological parents that are not married tended to have more
behavioral and emotional problems. They also had lower engagement in school functions.
Children who had lost a parent due to death scored considerably lower on well being in
comparison to children living with married parents. These children scored higher on well
being in comparison to children from divorced parents (Amato, 2005, p. 75).
Children of deceased parents showed higher correlations of pregnancy outside of
marriage and had lower chances of completing their high school education. Children of
discordant married parents had more behavioral problems than children of divorced
parents. Children living with stepparents and in single homes have similar problems with
conflicts that arise from remarriages and cohabitations that ultimately interfered with
bonding to parents. The inability to bond caused behavioral and emotional problems
(Amato, 2005).
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Children of single parents are a higher risk of delinquency due to financial
difficulties, quality of parenting, and exposure to stress. Exposure to stress tended to have
the most direct effect on attachment to parents. Single parent children show a higher risk
of "being suspended from school and failing a grade" in comparison to children living
with a married couple. Children having two parents in the home are less likely to commit
delinquent acts as opposed to other living arrangements (Amato, 2005, p. 75).
In rearing a child in a traditional or nontraditional family, one must also view the
father figure and its importance on the family. Horn (1999) suggested that children reared
in homes lacking a father figure are at increased risk of being "expelled from school or
dropping out of school, developing emotional problems, committing suicide, or falling
victim to child abuse and neglect" (p. 38).
Glueck and Glueck (1982) also suggested that boys having no attachments to their
fathers had higher levels of hostility, lower verbal skills, and interest. Boys that
demonstrated those behaviors did not get along well with others which increased the
effects of the child feeling isolated.

Parental Monitoring
Parents or guardians have vital responsibilities in the development of their
children. One essential responsibility is parental monitoring. Richards, Miller, O'Donnell,
Wasserman, and Colder (2004) explained that delinquency occurs more often in
children's activities that are unstructured and unsupervised. Findings in this study
suggested that a child's perception of parental monitoring affects delinquent acts.
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Parental monitoring occurs more in females and younger children than males or older
adolescents; therefore, boys and older adolescents show higher rates of delinquency.
Some research suggests that parental monitoring has effects on drug usage. Drugs
commonly used among adolescents are "alcohol, cigarettes, and marijuana." Cocaine
usage appeared to be increasing but was not considered a major problem, nor were other
hard drugs (Ginzberg, Berliner, & Ostow, 1988, p. 102). Drug use has contributed to
serious crimes. This was determined by "early onset of use and delinquent behavior"
(McCord & Tremblay, 1992, p. 139). Other research suggests that alcohol contributes to
crime and delinquency (Elliot, Huizinga, & Menard, 1989). It has also been found that
adolescents lacking self-control are more involved in drinking and using drugs
(Gottfredson & Hirsch, 1999; Nakhaie, Silverman, & Lagrange, 1994).
Burcu (2003) studied the effects of social control and parental behaviors of the
family on alcohol and drug usage. The random sample consisted of 400 young
apprentices in Turkey, ages 13 to 18. He concluded from the findings that 35.7% used
alcohol due to the strictness of their parents. Alcohol assumption was 34.4% for those
that had parents that were violent, 20.6% for those exposed to vulgar language, 14.3%
exposed to "battering, swearing, insulting" and 14.8% had no exposure to any of the
above (p. 291). Burcu' s findings suggest that parental behaviors have significant effects
on children toward usage of alcohol and drug. Other research examines the "effects of
family structure and family risk factors" on drug use among "foreign-born
Hispanic/Latino, African Americans, and white nonHispanic adolescent boys" (Gil,
Vega, & Biafora, 1998, p. 373). The findings suggested that African Americans have the

15

highest risk factors but scored the lowest drug usage while Hispanic immigrants had the
highest in drug usage in comparison to nonimmigrants.
Oxford, Harachi, Catalano, and Abbott (2001) examined factors that prevented
substance initiation. Their study consisted of 938 children in the first and second grade.
This study looked at the impact of parental monitoring and children's choices of peers to
determine its effects on using drugs in the future. The findings suggested that parental
bonding in the early school years prevents certain practices early on to deter delinquency,
associating with delinquents, and substance initiation (p. 599).

School
In our society, children attending school is part of the normal developmental
process. This process provides children with "skills, attitudes, and values that will enable
them to perform adult activities and meet adult obligations" (Yablonsky & Haskell, 1988,
p.166). Public education assumes many responsibilities for children. It must ensure "the
maximum development of general knowledge, intellectual competence, psychological
sJability, social skills, and social awareness"... (p. 166). Other research views school as
having the ability to reinforce norms and morals (Ritzer, 2000).
Schools as well as parents place expectations on children attending school. Not all
children enjoy attending school. Delinquents tend to dislike school.They perform lower
than children who like school, have less involvement in activities, do not get along with
teachers, and misbehave more often. Those children also have lower expectations and
aspirations for goals (Agnew, 2001). Other studies suggest that showing resistance to
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school contributes to the lack of self and social control. (Nakhaie, Silverman, &
Lagrange, 2000).
If an adolescent is strongly bonded to school, he is less likely to engage in drugs,
delinquent behavior, and more likely to complete his education (Catalano, Haggerty,
Oesterle, Fleming, &Hawkins, 2004). One study examined the bond of the family and
school between African Americans and Caucasian youth and its effects on deviance.
Findings suggested no measurable differences between the groups on deviance or family
closeness. Caucasians showed higher levels of closeness as well as monitoring by fathers
in comparison to African Americans. The significant differences were in grade averages
and time spent on school work. Caucasians reported spending less time on school work
and having higher levels of aspirations. African Americans spent more time on school
work and had lower ievels of aspirations (Vazonyi & Pikering, 2003). Some students
spend a significant amount of time on homework while others do not. According to
Paetsch & Bertrand (1997), the students that reported spending more time on homework
also reported they were less likely to commit delinquent acts.
School climate may also affect whether a child will commit delinquent acts.
Sprott (2004) examined classroom climate and what effect it had on students. The
findings suggested that students who were more aggressive with lower abilities had
increased risks of offending violently. Older children had increased risks of committing
property offenses. The classroom climates of both sets of offenders were characterized as
less supportive and less focused on academics.
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Peers
Children form many social networks in school. Haynie (200 I) focused on
adolescent relationships within these networks and their effect on delinquent behavior.
This research suggested that peer networks that incorporated delinquency tended to
commit delinquent acts. In comparison to peer networks that didn't incorporate
delinquency, those adolescents were less likely to commit delinquent acts.
Other studies found that peers and involvement in school-related activities may
also lead to delinquency. Studies such as Paetsch & Bertrand (1997) suggested that peers
involved in delinquency correlated with involvement in sports. Of those not involved in
activities, 47. 9% reported no delinquency. Students involved in entertainment activities
showed a higher level of reported delinquency. The largest predicator was the amount of
time that the student skipped or was suspended from school.
Students that showed early signs of problems at home also showed higher levels
of status offenses, such as running away from home. Cheung, Liu, & Lee (2005)
examined 95 I seventh graders in Hong Kong. Their findings suggested that "parental
monitoring, teacher support, and classroom support" deter adolescents while their peers
increased the risk of running away (pp. 403-425). Warr (2002) stated that Gottfredson
(1999) and Hirschi (1969) rejected the belief of peer influences. They suggested that
adolescent delinquent behavior occurs due to the lack of self control. Garnier & Stern
(2002) conducted an 18-year-longitudinal study that examined the relationship of families
and peers to predict delinquency. Their findings suggested that those adolescents who
associated with delinquents also would become delinquents themselves.
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Beliefs
Hirschi (1969) suggested that delinquency resulted "when norms have not been
internalized." He felt that moral issues were irrelevant and posed no impact on the
delinquent. Durkheim (cited in Hirschi) stated: "We are moral beings to the extent that
we are social beings." In other words, "norms are shared by its members of society" (p.
18). Durkeim's (cited in Nisbet, 1970) analysis stated a relationship between the bond
and religion. "Religion arises out of processes through which these bonds become
suprautilitarian, and, in turn, religion as it gradually acquires its own rationale through
supporting beliefs, gives profound emphasis on the bond" (p. 237).
Hirschi and Stark (1969) emphasized that religious practices and beliefs do not
affect delinquency. Hirschi's (1969) Control Theory says that beliefs were measured
more towards the norms of society. In a study conducted by Stark (1996), he uncovered a
different philosophy towards religion. Even though his earlier research emphasized the
unimportance of religion, he later finds out why. His data was collected in a region where
religion was not actively practiced. Later exploring this issue in a national sample survey
known as The Study of High School and Beyond, religion was measured by the
participants' attendance at church. This research, along with other literature reviews,
demonstrated that religion did in fact play an integral part in delinquency. Stark noted,
"He and Hirschi misled everyone about the relationship between religion and
delinquency" (p. 163).
Religion is another form of social control; numerous studies examine the
relationship between religion and delinquency. According to Glueck & Gannon (1970),
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religious commitment has controlling factors if the adolescent does not neutralize the
philosophy. Findings indicated a "slight marginal commitment to religion, belief, and
values" (pp. 499-508).
Another study compares Hirschi's (1969) Social Control Theory of commitment
to deter delinquent behavior and suggests that religious commitment has a controlling
force in deterrence as well. In this particular study, the likelihood of an adolescent
becoming a delinquent is dependent on positive parenting skills as well as their
commitments toward religion. Findings indicated that parenting skills of religious parents
are more positive (Simmons, Simmons, & Conger, 2004). Parental religion is more
effective on females than males. More males show negative effects from religion toward
delinquency (Regnerus, 2003).
Some studies suggest that religion provides protective factors against
delinquency. Johnson, Jang, De Li, & Larson (2000) investigated the effects of religion in
decreasing crime in neighborhoods. Religion was found to be a significant attribute in
protecting youth from the influences of deviant behavior. In disorderly neighborhoods,
violent crimes tended to be lower if the individual was more committed to religious
practices. Children living in violent neighborhoods are at risk for delinquent acts.
Religion and parental involvement correlated with lower problem behaviors (Pearce,
Jones, Stone, & Runchkin, 2003).
Other research explored the child's values and beliefs in accordance with the
denomination to which one belonged. Catholics tended to be more conservative in
comparison to other denominations. There was no significant difference for those raised
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in other denominations versus Catholic families. Moral values correlated more with
individuals raised in religious families in comparison with those that did not belong to
any particular denomination (Scheepers, Grotenhuis, & Slik, 2002).
Some studies suggest that religion has a significant effect on alcohol usage among
adolescents, but not on drugs or crime. One pruticular study finds an association on racial
differences in consumption of alcohol and attendance at church. Black adolescents
demonstrated a stronger religious commitment to attendance and consumed less alcohol
in comparison to Caucasian adolescents. Due to religious commitments of females,
alcohol consumption decreased while it increased in white males (Brown, Parks,
Zimmerman & Phillips, 2001).
Peer influences on alcohol, drug use, and deviant behavior were more influential
than family religious practices (Caputo, 2004). Religion is cohesive when shared among
all family members, but when belief is not shared equally, this may lead to delinquency
(Pearce& Haynie, 2004).
Teevan & Drybuegh (2000) suggest that the Control Theory explains conformity.
Their findings concluded that adolescent males were "less likely to fight, shoplift, or
vandalize if they have legitimate means or a belief that these behaviors are wrong"
(p. 77). Hirschi (1969) views the causes of delinquency as the lack of conventional
values. In lacking these values, it in turn produces antisocial behaviors. Others also view
antisocial behaviors as lacking interest in conventional and social values (Romero,
Sabra!, Luengo & Marzoa, 200 I).
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The prior studies viewed religion as a belief that could in fact provide controlling
and protective factors against delinquency. However, Hirschi's Control Theory (1969)
was based on a common value system and described beliefs as a lack of conventional
values. He also describes beliefs as "mere words that mean little or nothing if the other
forms of control are missing" (p. 15).
This chapter has been presented to provide a review of the effects of different
environments, parental monitoring, peers, school, and religion that may ultimately place a
child at risk of becoming a delinquent. The next chapter will review the methodology
employed and identify how sources were secured.

Chapter Three
Research Methods
The present research is a program evaluation on the effectiveness of whether
removing at-risk children from their environment had positive effects toward decreasing
delinquent acts and linking the theoretical views of Hirschi's Social Control Theory
(1969). The investigator chose this program due to the program not having previous
research on whether it prevented delinquency. The goal of this research is to answer two
questions: (A) Does this prevention program decrease delinquency in at-risk children?
(B) Does Hirschi's "Bond" theory apply to this population?

Instrument
This research employed quantitative methods in utilizing a questionnaire to
collect data on a youth's demographics, family, beliefs, monitoring, peers, religion,
school progress, activities, and self-reported delinquency. The instrument that was
utilized in this study was a modified version of Delbert Elliott's National Youth Survey
waves 2 & 3. Delbert Elliott was the principal investigator at the Behavioral Research
institute at the University of Colorado. A copy of the National Youth Survey was
obtained from Inter-university Consortium for Political and Social Research in Ann
Arbor, Michigan. The National Youth survey offers versatility and has been widely used
in criminological research. It has been an attractive data source due to its nationally
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representative sample of 1,725 youths and wide array of questions. The sample consisted
of adolescents aged 11-17 (Elliott, 1994).

Procedures
Prior to the research being conducted, the researcher was approved by
Longwood's Human Subject Research Review Committee. Consent forms were mailed to
the legal guardians of the youth and the program assisted the researcher in sending a
letter explaining the research.
The researcher included a permission slip and a self addressed envelope. Once the
researcher obtained parental written permission, the researcher made appointments with
each home to administer the questionnaire. Prior to administering the questionnaires, the
researcher introduced self, explained the purpose of the study, informed participants that
the questionnaire consisted of 134 questions and the approximate time it would take to
complete. Since the questionnaire asked the respondents about their criminal history,
including crimes they were not arrested for, it was extremely important to keep
respondents information confidential. Respondents were informed of the voluntary and
confidential nature of the research and the researcher obtained written consent from the
respondents prior to administering the instrument. Respondents were also instructed not
to place their name or any identifying information on the instrument. The researcher
administered the questionnaire in 7 homes in different localities within the state of
Virginia. The questionnaires were distributed as a group in their respective homes. The
exact location within the homes was dependent on the house parent's discretion. The
researcher was present to collect the questionnaires upon completion.
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Independent Variables
Independent variables were measured by frequency tables and percentages based
on responses. Independent variables scales are as followed:
•

Sex: 1. Male, 2. Female

•

Age of the Respondent: Was in number of years, (recoded to 11-14, 15-16,
17& older). Combined age cross tabulation prior to and while in the program
to view age groups more at risk and what age committed the most delinquent
acts. Chi-Square was performed to view if a relationship existed between age
and delinquent acts.

•

Length in Program: In months

•

Ethnicity: (recoded to 1=White, 2 = Black, & 3 =other).

Family Structure
Respondents were asked the number of people residing in home prior to the
program and the same question once in the program (Items were rated on a 10 point scale
ranging 1 = 1 to 1O=10).
Respondents were asked about their living arrangement prior to and at the
program. (Items were rated on a 6-point scale 1= Mother and Father, 2 = Mother only, 3 =
Father only, 4=Mother and Stepfather, 5= Father and Stepmother, & 6= other (specify).
Then the items were recoded to 1 = intact family (Mother& Father) 2=non intact family
(all others).
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Dependent Variables
Self-reported delinquent acts were measured by frequency tables and percentages
based on responses. The self-reported delinquency items were employed by the National
Youth Survey. The National Youth Survey scale was measured on a 9-point scale ranging
from 1 =Never to 9= 2-3 times day. In this study, the researcher modified the scale to ask
the respondents prior to entering the program if the respondent committed these
delinquent acts. The modified scale ranged from l= Yes, 2= No. The same scale and
range was used to ask the respondents if while in the program the respondents did
commit these delinquent acts. This index included both status and criminal offenses. The
variable "delinquent acts" was constructed using the following 23 items.

Delinquent Index Prior/While in the Program
•

Purposely damaged or destroyed property belonging to your parents or other
family members.

•

Purposely damaged or destroyed property belonging to a school, college, or
other family member.

•

Stole or tried to steal things worth more than $50.00.

•

Knowingly bought, sold, or held stolen goods or tried to do any of these
things.

•

Purposely set fire to a building, a car, property, or tried to do so.

•

Stole or tried to steal things worth more than $5.00.

•

Used checks illegally or used phony money to pay for something.
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•

Sold marijuana or hashish.

•

Hit or threatened to hit a teacher or other school staff.

•

Hit or threatened to hit one of your parents.

•

Hit or threatened to hit other students.

•

Been loud, rowdy, or unruly in a public place (disorderly conduct).

•

Sold drugs such as heroin, cocaine, and LSD.

•

Taken a vehicle for a drive without owner's permission.

•

Used force or strong-arm methods to get money or things from people
including students.

•

Used force or strong-arm methods to get money or things from people not
including students.

•

A voided paying for things as movies, business, or subway rides and food.

•

Stolen or tried to steal something at school or on campus.

•

Failed to return extra change that a cashier gave you by mistake.

•

Made obscene telephone calls.

•

Stolen money, goods, or property from your parents or other members of your
family.

•

Ran away from home

•

Smoked cigarettes
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The variable "delinquent acts" was measured by adding up each respondent's
score for all 23 (frequency test) of the items above. A cross tabulation and Chi-Square
viewed gender differences and relationship to delinquent acts. A paired sample T-test
viewed mean differences. A paired sample correlation viewed the significance, and the
paired samples T-Test paired the differences.

Independent Variables
Religion. The respondents were asked about attendance at religious services
before and while at the program.(Items were measured on a 5 point scale ranging from
1 =Never to 5 several times a week.) Religion was viewed by frequency distributions and
cross tabulations. Chi-Square was employed to view sex and gender. A paired Sample T
test viewed church attendance prior and while in the program.
Importance of religion. The respondents were asked the importance. (Items were
measured on 4 point scale ranging from 1 = not important at all to 4= Very important.

Independent Variables Measuring Attachment to Family
Attachment to family. Five items measured, rated on a 3-point scale ranging from
1 = Not important, 2= Somewhat important, 3= Very important (Questions were asked
prior to and while in the program.)
•

How important is it to you to be together with your family?

•

How important is it to talk to parents or guardian?

•

How important for parents or guardian to comfort you?

•

How important is it for parents or guardians to think well of you?
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•

How important is it to get along with parents or guardians?

•

Influence of family (Items rated on a 5-point scale from 1 = very little to 5= A
great deal.

■

Family listens to problems (Items rated on a 5-point scale from 1 = very little
to 5= A great deal).

■

Importance of family activity- rated on a 5-point scale ranging from I = Very
little to 5 = A great deal.

■

Feel lonely with family (Items rated on a 4-point scale from I =very little to
4= A great deal).

■

Feel close to family (Items rated on a 4-point scale from I =very little to 4= A
great deal

■

Five items asked prior to the program and while in the program rated on a 4point scale ranging from 1 = Very little to 4= A Great Deal

•

Important to be honest with parents or guardian.

•

Break parents or guardian rules to keep friends.

•

A good impression with parent or guardian is important.

■

Lie to parents or guardian to keep trust.

Involvement measuring monitoring skills. Four items asked prior to the program
and while in the program rated on a 3-point scale ranging from 1 =never to 3= usually.
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This research and previous research treated monitoring as a separate variable (lunger &
Marshall, 1997).
•

Did your parents know whom you were with when you were away from
home?

■

Did your parents or guardians know where you were when you were away
from home?

■

Did your parents or guardians get after you to do well in your school work?

•

Did your parents or guardians help you with your school work?

Attachment in School
Grades. The respondents were asked grade point averages prior to the program
and while they were in the program. (I = Mostly F's, 2= Mostly D's, 3= Mostly C's, 4 =
Mostly B's and 5= Mostly A's). Paired sample T-test viewed the means, frequency test
viewed the types of grades, and Chi-Square test measured the relationship between
gender and grade point average.
Three items asked prior to program and while in the program rated on 4-point
scale ranging from 1 = Very little to 4=A great deal.
•

Time spent studying on weekends.

•

Time spent studying during the afternoon.

■

How important has school work been.
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Involvement in conventional activities. Two items asked prior to the program and
while in the program rated on a 4-point scale ranging from I = very little to 4= A great
deal. A paired sample T-test viewed the means differences.
•

Time spent on community activities on weekends.

•

How important were community activities?

Commitment to activities. Four items asked prior to the program and while in the
program. (Each was measured item by item prior to program and while in program).
•

Participant in school activities (A 2-point scale I = Yes and 2= No). A T- test
was performed to view the means between prior and while at the program.
Correlation looked at the relationship between school activities and delinquent
acts.

•

Type of Activities (1 = Service Clubs to I I= No activities)employed Chi
square to view the relationship between the types of activities and the number
of delinquent acts.

•

Member on any athletic teams at school; (l =No and 2= Yes) A cross
tabulation was performed to view the number of respondents that participated
on a team.

•

Type of team (I= contact sport and 4= Not a part of a team) A Chi-Square
was performed to view relationships between delinquent acts and type of
team.
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Beliefs. The next set of questions asked respondents how wrong a set of behaviors
are for themselves or someone their age. Ten items asked after being in the program rated
on a 4-point scale ranging from 1 = Not wrong at all to 4= Very Wrong.
•

Cheat on school tests

•

Destroy property

•

Use Marijuana

•

Steal something (less than $5.00)

•

Hit someone

•

Use alcohol

•

Break into vehicles

•

Sell hard drugs

•

Steal something (more than $50

•

Get drunk

Peer Association. The next set of questions asked respondents how many of your
close friends engage in certain behaviors. Nine items asked after being in the program
rated on a 5-point scale ranging 1= None of them to 5 =All of them.
•

Cheated on school test

•

Destroyed property

•

Used marijuana

32

•

Stolen something (less than $5)

•

Hit someone

•

Gave to the needy

•

Used alcohol

•

Did a favor

•

Destroyed property

The next set of questions asked respondents how would they react if their friends
engaged in deviant (wrong) behavior. Three items asked after being in program on a 3point scale ranging from l=No to 3=Yes:
•

Would you still run around with them?

•

Would you try to stop these activities?

•

Would you be willing to lie?

Strengths and Weaknesses of This Research
This research was an evaluation research that was conducted to find out whether
the program actually had the intended effects of reducing delinquent acts. The strength of
this research was the utilization of the National Youth Survey to test delinquent acts and
behaviors which is currently, "the most highly respected self- report assessment of
antisocial behavior (Bachman & Schutt, 2003). It also includes numerous questions
related to parent/child relationships (Warr, 1993).
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The data utilized in the survey was self-reported by the respondent. According to
Huizinga & Elliott's assessment of the reliability and validity of self-reports describes
"self-report measures are among the most promising of our measures of criminal
behavior and are perhaps the only measures capable of meeting the needs of both
descriptive and etiological research efforts" (p.324).
Other researchers have found that self-reports of delinquency tend to be more
comprehensive and include behaviors that are unknown to the authorities. Youth tend to
provide a more accurate report of delinquent acts (Loeber, Farrington & Petechuk, 2003).
Statistical methods are commonly used in social research and were employed by
using different analysis to better comprehend the effects of delinquency on independent
and dependent variables. The investigator employed descriptive statistics to assist in
summarizing the data values of the variables, variance, standard deviation, and
distributions. The usage of cross- tabulations was valuable in studying the number of
cases between more than one variable. T-tests compared the mean differences between
groups and Chi-Squares assisted in viewing the likelihood of the observed value. The
researcher utilized Pearson Correlations to examine the relationship between two
variables while testing the theoretical views of the social control theory.
The identifiable weaknesses in this research were the small sample size and that
no random selection or comparison group was employed. An additional weakness is that
this research is not a representative sample but is solely based on availability of those that
met the criteria, and all respondents reported information prior to and while in the
program at one particular time. "However retrospective data tends to be reliable when
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they concern major, persistent experiences in the past" ( Bachman & Schutt, p. 154).
This research can not be generalized to larger populations. An additional weakness
includes limitations to utilize different statistical analysis due to a large amount of
categorical variables . Another concern involves testing the theoretical views of Hirschi 's
theory on the female gender. Hirschi's empirical research consisted of male respondents.
This chapter presented the purpose, identified how sources were secured,
instrument, choices of analysis, the strengths and weaknesses of this research. The next
chapter will present the results.

CHAPTER FOUR
Results
Sample
The sample in this study were youths aged 11-19 living at the program. The
program consisted of 7 homes which if running at full capacity were capable of housing
84 youths. The desired goal was to have as many youth that fit the criteria fill out the
questionnaire. The present study consisted of 44 respondents out of the possible 48. One
guardian and one respondent denied consent to participate in the research. Two
respondents were omitted due to being in the program for less than a week.
The gender of the respondents consisted of 52% male and 48% female. The
ethnicity consisted of 57% white, 25% black, 11% Hispanic, and 7% other. The ages of
the respondents were between 11-19 and the mean age of the respondents was 15. The
average months in the program was a mean of 17 months.

Family Structure
Respondents reported the number of people residing in the homes prior to the
program having 29.5%-3 people or less, 31.8%-4 people, 13 .6%-5 people, 25%-6
people or more. Respondents reported residing in the homes at the program as having
18.2%-7 people, 2.3%--8 people, 6.8%-9 people, and 72.7%-10 people. Hirschi
suggested that the number of people occupying the home was not relevant to delinquency
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(p. 242). The respondents also reported whom they were residing with prior to
the program, respondents reported 18% living with mother and father, 27% living with
mother only, 2% living with father only, 14% living with mother and stepfather, 7%
living with father and stepmother and 32% living with others. The bulk of the population
resided with someone other than their biological parents. Items were recoded to 1= intact
family and 2=non intact family to make a comparison prior to and at the program. This
was unsuccessful due to the fact that all respondents had 1= intact family while in the
program and having no variability to make the comparison. Hirschi's (1969) research
indicated that children are more likely to commit delinquent acts if they reside in homes
with male step or foster parents (p. 242).
Traditional families are viewed as having both biological parents in the home.
Findings are consistent with other research. Other research suggest that traditional
families tend to have more resources and abilities to provide stable environments, and
devote more time with their children in comparison to non-intact families. Non-intact
families are more susceptible to delinquent behaviors (Thomas, 2001). Other research
viewed intact versus non-intact homes towards delinquency and findings suggested that
broken homes were 10% to 15% higher (Wells & Rankin, 1991). Other research
measured family structure similar to this study (Erickson, Crosnoe & Dornbusch, 2000).

Delinquent Index
Respondents reported on a 23 item delinquent index prior/while in the program.
All respondents reported committing at least one delinquent act prior to entering the
program; 52% of the respondents reported committing less than 10 delinquent acts and
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48% reported committing 10 or more. Respondents reported while in the program;
respondents reported that 16% had not committed any delinquent acts, 59% committed
less than 10 and 25% committed more than 10 delinquent acts. There was a significant
difference in the mean of the number of delinquent acts prior to versus while in the
program. The mean prior was 10.25 and while in the program 5.61 with t=7.494, p=.000.
Therefore this program did in fact decrease the number of delinquent acts in at-risk
children. Table 1 provides an overview of respondents' self-reported delinquent acts prior
to the program and while in the program.
Respondents in each category decreased the number of those participating in
delinquent acts while being in the program. The table also offers identifiable areas that
may need to be addressed in the future such as drugs and cigarettes. These items did not
decrease drastically in comparison to others. However, when conducting a correlation
between delinquent acts and the importance of family togetherness, a relationship was
found while the respondent was in the program to stealing something less than $5.00 r
=.329. In other words, when the respondent felt that family togetherness was important,
the respondent was less likely to steal.

Gender Cross Tabulations
A cross tabulation and Chi-square was performed to view differences in gender on
self-reported delinquency prior and while in the program. In viewing the cross tabulation
of gender prior to the program, the analysis showed a total of 23 males and all committed
delinquent acts prior; 11 males committed less than 10 acts and 12 males committed more
than IO delinquent acts. The total number of females was 21 and all females committed

38

Table 1. Respondents' Self-reported Delinquent Acts Before and During Program
Delinquent Acts:

Before During

Purposely damaged/destroyed parent's property

23

10

Purposely damaged/destroyed school's property

14

10

Stolen or tried to steal things worth more than $50.00

13

7

Bought, sold, or held stolen goods

20

15

Purposely set fire to a building, car, or property or tried to do so

13

3

Stolen or tried to steal things worth more than $5.00

31

17

Used checks illegally or used phony money to pay for something

6

Sold marijuana or hashish

13

6

Hit or threatened to hit a teacher, professor, or other school staff

19

10

Hit or threatened to hit one of your parents

19

12

Hit or threatened to hit other students

37

28

Been loud, rowdy, or unruly in a public place (disorderly conduct)

30

23

Sold drugs such as heroin, cocaine, or LSD

7

6

Taken a vehicle for a drive without owners permission

15

6

Used force/ strong-arm methods to get money or things from people
and/or students

12

8

Used force/strong-arm methods to get money/things from people not
students

11

6

A voided paying for such things as movies, bus/subway rides, and food

19

8

Stolen or tried to steal something at school, or on campus

21

18

Failed to return extra change that a cashier gave you by mistake

26

14

Made obscene telephone calls

24

5

Stolen money, goods, or property from your parents or other members
of your family

24

7

Ran away from home

24

6

Smoke cigarettes

30

21
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delinquent acts prior, 9 females committed less than 10 acts, and 12 committed more than
10 delinquent acts. A Chi-square of 16.419 and p=.494 showed that gender was not
related to the number of delinquent acts prior to the program.
The cross tabulation of gender while in the program showed that of the total of 23
males, 19 committed delinquent acts, 4 males did not; 12 males committed less than 10
acts and 7 males committed more than 10 delinquent acts. The total number of females
was 21 and 18 of the females committed delinquent acts, 3 females did not; 12 females
committed less than 10 acts; and 6 females committed more than 10. A Chi-Square of
14.845 and p=.389 showed that gender was not related to the number of delinquent acts
while in the program.

Age Cross Tabulations
A cross tabulation of age combined was used to view the respondents that
committed the most delinquent acts prior to and while in the program. The analysis
showed that youth prior to the program; all 44 committed delinquent acts, aged 11-14
committed 14 delinquent acts; aged 15-16 committed 23 acts; and 17 and older
committed 7. The at-risk age in this sample was 15-16. A Chi-Square test was performed
and X2 = 33.657 and p=.484. The analysis showed no relationship between age and the
number of delinquent acts prior to the program. Table 2 is an overview of respondents
ages compared to delinquent acts.
A cross tabulation of combined age was used to view respondents while in the
program. The analysis showed that 7 out of 44 did not commit any delinquent acts. Age
11-14 total of 14, 2 did not commit any acts and 12 did commit delinquent acts.
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Age group 15-16 total 23, 4 did not commit acts; and 19 did commit delinquent
acts. Age 17 and older, totaling 7, 1 did not commit any acts; and 6 did commit
delinquent acts. The age group of 15-16 year old committed less delinquent acts while in
the program but still committed more acts in comparison to the other age groups.

Table 2. Respondents Ages Compared to Delinquent Acts
Age

Frequency

11

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

2.3

2.3

2.3

12

3

6.8

6.8

9.1

13

5

11.4

11.4

20.5

14

5

11.4

11.4

31.8

15

13

29.5

29.5

61.4

16

10

22.7

22.7

84.1

17

4

9.1

9.1

93.2

18

2

4.5

4.5

97.7

19

1

2.3

2.3

Total

44

100

100

100

A Chi-Square Test was performed on the combined age group and there was no
difference between age in the number of delinquent acts while in the program. X 2=
30.638 and p =.333 and an independent sample test was performed and t= -1.044, p=.302
prior and t= -175, p= .862 while in the program. No difference in means of delinquent acts
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by gender prior and while in the program. Gender finding prior to the program and while
in the program were consistent with other research that found no differences in gender
(Erickson et al., 2000).

Religion
Respondents reported church attendance prior to the program was 36% attended
less than once a month, 32% attended once a week, and 32% attended several times a
week. Respondents reported while in the program 64% attended several times a week.
The church attendance doubled while in the program. X2 ==2.677 and p== .613 shows that
gender was not related to church attendance prior to program. Chi-Square was also
employed to evaluate gender differences while in the program X2== 3.201 and p== .362, so
gender was not related to attendance while in the program. In a paired sample T-Test, the
mean of attendance prior was 3.55 and the mean while in the program was 4.66 with t= 4.695 and p=.000. Church attendance was greater while in the program, but there was no
relationship between attending religious services and delinquent acts prior to the program
r= -.193 or while in the program r=.177.
Respondents reported on the importance of religion prior and while in the
program. On the importance of religion prior, a paired sample T-Test showed the mean
3.17 and the mean while in the program was 3.40 with t= -1.908 and p= .06. Importance
of religion was close to the significant level .05; however, there was no relationship
between the importance of religion and delinquent acts prior to the program r= -168
while in the program r= -184.
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Attachment to Family
The first items in the attachment scale measured whether respondents felt these
items were important; to be together with family, talk to family, be comforted by parents,
parents think well of respondent, and to get along with parents. The importance of these
items prior to entering the program was a mean of 2.44 and while in the program a mean
of 2.31. The respondents reported no difference in prior or while in the program. The
second item in the attachment scale measured whether the respondent felt lonely with
family. The respondents reported feeling less lonely in the program with a mean of 2.59
in comparison to feeling lonely prior to the program 3.03. There were no mean
differences in the influence of family (3. 70) and family listens to problems (3. 77) prior to
or being in the program. Other research used the same scale to attachment (Lauristen,
1994,1993; Warr, 1993; Hoffman, 1994; Ousey &Maume, 1997; Triplett & Jarjoura,
1994).

Correlations
Correlations to the attachment scale and delinquent acts were viewed prior to the
program and while in the program. Correlations prior to the program inferred; the
importance of family r=.061, felt lonely with family r= -.075, influence of family r=-.112
and family listens to problems r= -139. There was no relationship between attachment
and delinquent acts with this sample. However, if the respondent felt attached to family,
the respondent was less lonely r= -.359, felt influenced by family r=.673 and felt family
listen to problems r=.579. If the respondent felt lonely than respondent felt family had no
influence r= -370 or family did not listen to problems r= -.335.
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Correlations findings while in the program; the importance of family r= -0.73,
felt lonely r=.096, influence of family r= -.098 and family listens to problems r= -.088.
However, ifrespondent was attached to parents at the program, than parents had a strong
influence r= . 760 and parents listened to problems r=.592. There was no relationship
between attachment and delinquent acts with this sample while in the program.
Attachment is important as reflected by correlation between influence of family and
family listens to problems. In a paired sample T-Test on the influence of family, prior to
the program had a mean 3.70 and while in the program 3.61. Family listen to problems
prior to program had a mean of 3.77 and while in the program a mean of4.00.
The second item on the attachment scale was measuring the importance; to be
honest with parents, break parents or guardian rules to keep friends, a good impression
with parents and guardians, and lie to keep parents' or guardians' trust. There was no
relationship to attachment and delinquent acts with this sample. However, prior to the
program, respondents reported the more attached they were to family, the more they felt
it was important to be honest r=.428 and to have parents have a good impression r=.523.
While in the program respondents reported a similar correlation with family and the
importance of being honest r=.441. The respondents also reported on the importance of a
good impression r=.452.

Monitoring Skills
Respondents reported on parental monitoring prior to the program and while in
the program. In a paired sample t-test, respondents prior reported a mean of 1.60 and
while in the program 1.48 with t= l.409, p=.166. No mean differences were found in
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reported monitoring. The investigator also employed a t-test to view gender differences;
prior to the program males reported a mean 1.59, t=.876 and females 1.60, t= .874.
Respondents reported while in the program, males had a mean 1.49, t= .989 and females
1.47, t=.989, no gender differences found with this sample prior to or while in the
program. However in a Pearson Correlation, respondents felt more attached to family also
felt more monitored r= .523. This was consistent with research findings that suggested
behaviors are controlled by the adolescents' perceptions of parental monitoring (Smetana,
Crean, & Daddis, 2002). Other research suggested that adolescents with less parental
monitoring exhibit more delinquency (Junger & Marshall, 1977). Hirshi (1969) felt if the
child did not communicate with parental figures about activities, then the child gave no
concern towards parents' feeling on behaviors.

Involvement in School
Grades. Respondents reported their grade point averages prior and while in the
program. In a paired sample T-Test analysis showed the mean of 5.41 prior to and 6.64
while in the program, with t= -2.002, p=.052. The reported grade point averages
significantly improved while in the program. Frequency test demonstrated that 64% of
the respondents earned a C or below prior and 52% while in the program earned A's and
B's. A chi-square test showed no relationship between gender and grade point averages
prior to the program, Chi-Square=.908, p=.923. There was also no relationship between
gender and grade point averages while in the program, Chi-Square=6.261, p=.282.
Time spent studying. Respondents reported the amount of time spent on weekends
studying. Prior to the program respondents spent a mean of 2.34 and while in the program
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a mean of 2.68. A paired sample T-test showed no difference in the time spent studying
on the weekends prior or while in the program t= -1.428, p=.161. Respondents also
reported time spent studying during the weekday. Time spent prior to the program was a
mean of 2.73 and while in the program a mean of 3.68. A significant difference of time
spent studying prior and while in the program t=-4.073, p= .000. This measurement was
consistent with other research and employed the same measurements that Hirschi utilized
(Hirschi, 1969).
Importance ofschoolwork. Respondents reported the importance of schoolwork
prior and while in the program. Prior to the program respondents reported a mean of 3.25
and while in the program 3.95. A paired sample T-Test showed, a significant difference
in the importance of schoolwork while in the program t=-2.356, p=.023.
Involvement in conventional activities. Respondents reported time spent on
community activities and importance of those activities. Time spent on community
activities prior to the program was a mean of 1.84 and while in the program a mean of
2.53. A paired sample T-test showed a significant difference in time spent on community
activities while in the program t= -2.412, p=.020.
Respondents also reported on the importance of community activities prior to the
program was a mean of 1.37 and while in the program a mean of 2.05. A paired Sample
T-Test showed a significant difference in the importance of community activities while in
the program t=-2.765, p=.008. Other research employed the same measurement for
involvement (Richards, Miller, O'Donnell, Wasserman, & Colder, 2004).
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Commitment To Conventional Activities
School activities. Respondents reported participation in school activities prior to
the program was a mean 1.43 and while in program 1.84. A close significant difference
was found prior to and while in the program t= -1. 723, p=.092. However there was no
relationship between delinquent acts and school activities prior to the program r=.130 or
while in the program r=.014.
Type ofactivities. A Chi-Square test was employed to view types of activities
toward the number of delinquent acts. Respondents prior to the program was X2= 12.001,
p= .213 and while in the program X2=9.555, p=.298 no relationship was found between
school activities and the number of delinquent acts.
Athletic team. Respondents reported on whether they were a member of an
athletic team prior and while at the program. A cross tabulation was employed to
examine the number of respondents on a team. Prior to the program 14 respondents
reported not being a part of a team and while in the program 20 reported not being a part
of a team. No correlations were found relating to athletic team and delinquent acts prior
r= -.029 or while in the program r= -.095. There was also no relationship between the
type of team and delinquent acts X2=1.909, p=.592. More respondents reported not being
a part of a team while in the program. Other literature findings suggested that limited
extra curricular activities showed lower rates of delinquency (Elliot & Voss, 1974, p.
206).
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Beliefs
Respondents reported how wrong a behavior was for themselves or someone their
age. Other research employed this scale (Warr, 1993). Table 3 is an overview of
respondents' responses. The majority of respondents felt that these behaviors were
wrong.

Peer Association
Respondents reported how many close friends engaged in certain behaviors. Two
items were not completed in the survey by respondents (No answer). Respondents tended
to have close friends that gave to the needy, would do favors, and engage in deviant
behaviors. Table 4 is an overview of peer engagement in certain behaviors
Respondents reported on what reaction they would have if friends were engaged
in deviant behavior, One question was not answered by a respondent. The larger
percentage of respondents would run around with friends, unsure if they would stop
activities, they would lie, and some did not know what they would do. Table 5 is a
overview of what respondents would do.

Application ofHirschi's Bond Theory
Delinquency
The main question of Hirschi' s (1969) Bond Theory is not why they commit
delinquent acts but why they do not commit acts. The sample utilized in this research
showed a significant decline in delinquent acts-prior was 10.25 to 5.61 with a
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Table 3. Respondents' Responses
Frequency

Percent

Valid
Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Cheated on School Tests
Not wrong at all
A little bit wrong
Wrong
Very Wrong
No answer
Total

7
9
7
20
1
44

15.9
20.5
15.9
45.5
2.3
100.0

15.9
20.5
15.9
45.4
2.3
100.0

15.9
36.4
52.3
97.7

Destroyed property
Not wrong at all
A little bit wrong
Wrong
Very wrong
Total

1
6
13
24
44

2.3
13.6
29.5
54.5
100.0

2.3
13.6
29.5
54.5
100.0

Use Marijuana
Not wrong at all
A little bit wrong
Wrong
Very wrong
Total

8
6
5
25
44

18.2
13.6
11.4
56.8
100.0

18.2
13.6
11.4
56.8
100.0

Steal something less than $5.00
Not wrong at all
A little bit wrong
Wrong
Very wrong
Total

3
6
10
25
44

6.8
13.6
22.7
56.8
100.0

6.8
13.6
22.7
56.8
100.0

Hit Someone
Not wrong at all
A little bit wrong
Wrong
Very wrong
Total

7
11
10
16
44

15.9
25.0
22.7
36.4
100.0

15.9
25.0
22.7
36.4
100.0

Opinions

100.0
2.3
15.9
45.5
100.0
18.2
31.8
43.2
100.0
6.8
20.5
43.2
100.0
15.9
40.9
63.6
100.0
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Frequency

Percent

Valid
Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Use Alcohol
Not wrong at all
A little bit wrong
Wrong
Very wrong
Total

7
8
10
19
44

15.9
18.2
22.7
43.2
100.0

15.9
18.2
22.7
43.2
100.0

15.9
34.1
56.8

Break into vehicles
Not wrong at all
A little bit wrong
Wrong
Very wrong
Total

2
2
11
29
44

4.5
4.5
25.0
65.9
100.0

4.5
4.5
25.0
65.9
100.0

Sell Hard Drugs
Not wrong at all
A little bit wrong
Wrong
Very wrong
Total

2
3
11
28
44

4.5
6.8
25.0
63.6
100.0

4.5
6.8
25.0
63.6
100.0

Steal something more than
$50.00
Not wrong at all
A little bit wrong
Wrong
Very wrong
Total

3
4
8
29
44

6.8
9.1
18.2
65.9
100.0

6.8
9.1
18.2
65.9
100.0

Get drunk
Not wrong at all
A little bit wrong
Wrong
Very wrong
Total

5
7
12
20
44

11.4
15.9
27.3
45.5
100.0

11.4
15.9
27.3
45.5
100.0

Opinions

100.0
4.5
9.1
34.1
100.0
4.5
11.4
36.4
100.0

6.8
15.9
34.1
100.0
11.4
27.3
54.5
100.0
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Table 4. Peer Engagement in Certain Behaviors
Peer Engagement
Cheated on School Test
None of them
Very few of them
Some of them
Most of them
All of them
Total
Destroyed Property
None of them
Very few of them
Some of them
Most of them
All of them
Total
Use Marijuana
None of them
Very few of them
Some of them
Most of them
All of them
Total

Valid
Percent

Cumulative
Percent

22.7
13.6
34.1
13.6
15.9
100.0

22.7
13.6
34.1
13.6
15.9
100.0

22.7
36.4
70.5
84.1

31.8
29.5
27.3
4.5
6.8
100.0

31.8
29.5
27.3
4.5
6. 8

31.8
61.4
88.6
93.2

100.0

100.0

34.1
15.9
13.6
20.5
15.9
100.0

34. l
50.0
63.6
84.1

44

34.1
15.9
13.6
20.5
15.9
100.0

11
10
11
5
7
44

25.0
22.7
25.0
11.4
15.9
100.0

25.0
22.7
25.0
11.4
15.9
100.0

Frequency Percent
10
6
15
6
7
44
14
13
12
2
3
44
15
7
6
9
7

100.0

100.0

Steal something less than $5.00
None of them
Very few of them
Some of them
Most of them
All of them
Total

25.0
47.7
72.7
84.1
100.0
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Peer Engagement
Hit Someone
None of them
Very few of them
Some of them
Most of them
All of them
No answer
Total

Frequency

Percent

Valid
Percent

Cumulative
Percent

5
8
10
10
10
1
44

11.4
18.2
22.7
22.7
22.7
2.3
100.0

11.4
18.2
22.7
22.7
22.7
2.3
100.0

11.4
29.5
52.3
75.0
97.7

8
9
18
5
4
44

18.2
20.5
40.9
11.4
9.1
100.0

18.2
20.5
40.9
11.4
9.1
100.0

9
6
10
13
6
44

20.5
13.6
22.7
29.5
13.6
100.0

20.5
13.6
22.7
29.5
13.6
100.0

0
4
7

0
9.1
15.9
27.3
45.5
2.3
100.0

0
9.1
15.9
27.3
45.5
2.3
100.0

100.0

Gave to the needy
None of them
Very few of them
Some of them
Most of them
All of them
Total

18.2
38.6
79.5
90.9
100.0

Use Alcohol
None of them
Very few of them
Some of them
Most of them
All of them
Total
Did a Favor
None of them
Very few of them
Some of them
Most of them
All of them
No answer
Total

12
20
1
44

20.5
34.1
56.8
86.4
100.0
0
9.1
25.0
52.3
97.7
100.0
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Table 5. Respondents' Reactions if Friends Engaged in Deviant Behavior
If friends engaged in deviant behaviors:
Would you still run around with them?
No
Don't know
Yes
No answer
Total
Would you try to stop activities?
No
Don't know
Yes
No answer
Total
Would you lie for them?
No
Don't know
Yes
No answer
Total

Frequency Percent

Valid Cumulative
Percent
Percent

44

11.4
45.5
40.9
2.3
100.0

11.4
45.5
40.9
2.3
100.0

11.4
56.8
97.7
0
100.0

8
15
21
0
44

18.2
34.1
47.7
0
100.0

18.2
34.1
47.7
0
100.0

18.2
52.3
0
0
100.0

14
13
15
2
44

31.8
29.5
34.1
4.5
100.0

31.8
29.5
34.1
4.5
100.0

31.8
61.4
95.5
0
100.0

5
20
18

correlation of p=000. In interpreting this data, one would suggest that the program did in
fact decrease delinquent acts .. Hirschi's Theory believed delinquency was caused by
"weak or broken bonds to society" (p. 16). In theorizing the social control theory, this
would suggest that the respondent had stronger bonds while in the program versus prior.
Yet some respondents still continued to commit delinquent acts so therefore some of the
respondents still maintain a weak bond.
Respondents' delinquent acts decreased while in the program, so therefore the
question remains, What did the program do to decrease and in some cases eliminate
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delinquent acts? The investigator found that religion played an integral part in the
program. Respondents' attendance increased but no significant relationship was found.
Respondents also reported that religion was more important while at the program and it
was close to significant level (.06). Hirschi (1969) suggested that beliefs were based on
society common value system. The program viewed religion and attendance to regular
services as a common value system.

Attachment
Respondents also reported similar results prior to and while in the program
towards family attachment and monitoring. Correlations did apply to both, but the
determining factor was the perception of the respondent. Therefore, if the respondent had
a weak attachment to family and felt less monitored, the respondent would be free to
commit delinquent acts. However, the importance of family togetherness while in the
program showed a relationship towards a delinquent act such as stealing something less
than $5.00 (p=.029). Hirschi (1969) suggested that the more time parents spent with
children (family togetherness), the less likely they were to commit delinquent acts.
Respondents reported a strong bond in attachment towards school. Grades, time
spent studying and the importance of school work significantly improved while in the
program. In having a strong bond to school, the respondents are more likely to be
academically competent, have more interest, and less likely to be delinquents. Hirschi
( 1969) findings suggested that academic and school performance are strong predictors of
delinquency (p. 134).
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Involvement
Respondents also reported a strong bond to involvement in conventional
activities. Time spent in community activities, importance of community activities and
school activities significantly increased while in the program. Hirschi suggested that the
busier the individual was, then their was less opportunities to commit delinquent acts
(Hirschi, 1969).
Respondents also reported that certain behaviors were wrong for themselves or
someone their age. So therefore, if the respondents felt they were wrong, then the
respondent would be less likely to participate in those activities. Hirschi (1969) believed
that the "absence of effective beliefs that forbid delinquency "causes delinquency (pp.
198-203).
Adolescents that experience strong social attachments, involvement,
commitments and belief are less likely to commit delinquent acts. "The more closely a
person is tied to conventional society in any of these ways, the more closely he is likely
to be tied in other ways" (Hirsch, 1969, p. 26). Respondents attending the program
showed a decrease in delinquent acts. Respondents also reported significant differences
prior and while in the program that relate to the elements of the Bond Theory. The Bond
Theory did relate to this population; however, only one relationship was found to relate to
delinquent acts. The investigator would argue that environmental changes with the
combination of increased family togetherness, stronger bonds to school, involvement in
conventional activities, and beliefs played an integral part in the decrease in delinquency.
The researcher did not measure environmental changes and the population was
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considerably small. It is possible that the bond indirectly affected delinquency and the
changes occurred due more so to environmental changes.
This chapter provided results and examined its relationship towards the Bond
Theory. The next chapter will discuss additional needs and questions not answered by
this research.

Chapter Five
Conclusion
Delinquency has been examined from various academic view points. "Research
has found delinquent acts have produced positive results consistent with the social control
theory" (Watts, Howell, & Delfabbro, 2004). Hirschi 's (1969) theory attempts to explain
delinquency by examining the bond to appropriate vs. inappropriate behaviors. However,
there is no single explanation of adolescent delinquency. The present study examines
adolescents admitting to violating laws but who have not been adjudicated delinquents. It
was discovered that Hirschi's approach seemed to work for this group of adolescents.
Results support the "Bond" theory perspective in explaining why juveniles do not
commit delinquency. The results also support a decrease in reported delinquency while in
the program. There are some limitations that require further discussion. The sample size
was small and cannot be generalized to larger populations due to the program not
excepting adjudicated delinquents or those having been physically, emotionally, sexually
and mentally abused. However, the results were encouraging and supported the Social
Control Theory. Based upon the data presented, it is reasonable to conclude that Patrick
Henry Boys and Girls Plantation does impact adolescents positively.
This evaluation offers identifiable areas that can be addressed by the program
such as adolescents use and beliefs toward the usage of cigarettes and marijuana. The age
group from 15 to 16 committed more delinquent acts while in the program. The program
56
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may need to apply more focus and attention to this particular age group. The analysis
offered interesting information such as the fact that gender was not related to delinquent
acts prior to the program; however, females committed more delinquent acts and while in
the program, males and females committed about the same. Monitoring, grades, or
attending religious services were not related to gender. Yet 7 boys' grades improved
while in the program. The researcher found the program to be equally effective for both
genders. Delinquent acts decreased while in the program. Yet a portion of the sample
visited with their families on weekends, during the holidays, and during summer break. It
was interesting to view that even though the adolescent returned to the former
environment, the adolescent's delinquent acts decreased.
This study suggests that this program was effective while the respondent was still
in the program. A future study may want to examine this sample five years after the
completion of the program to view the overall effectiveness. This program addressed
adolescent's needs prior to entering the court system and being labeled a delinquent. It is
possible that this type of early intervention may lead to the decline in delinquency. This
program may, in fact, lend alternative strategies that would be beneficial to other private,
state, and local programs towards the prevention of juvenile delinquency.
Hirschi's Control Theory laid the groundwork so that this theoretical model could
thrive in explaining why they do not commit delinquency. It is up to future research to
improve on the conceptualization of the "Bond."
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APPENDIX
1.

Which one of these groups' best describes you?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

2.

How old are you?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

3.

Anglo or white
Black
Mexican-American
Spanish-American
Chicano
American Indian
Asian
Puerto Rican
Other (Specify):

9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

How many people altogether (including yourself, children, parents, relatives,
and boarders lived in your home before you came to the program?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

1 person only (I live by myself)
2 people
3 people
4 people
5 people
6 people
7 people
8 people
9 people
10 people or more
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PART A. To answer the first set of questions you need to think back before
you entered the program. Please try to answer as honestly as possible.
4.

Have you ever purposely damaged or destroyed property belonging to your
parents or other family members?
1. Yes

2. No
5.

Have you ever purposely damaged or destroyed property belonging to a
school, college, or university?
1. Yes

2. No
6.

Have you ever stolen or tried to steal things worth more than $50.00?
1. Yes

2. No
7.

Have you ever knowingly bought, sold or held stolen goods or tried to do any
of these things?
1. Yes

2. No
8.

Have you ever purposely set fire to a building, a car, property or tried to do
so?
1. Yes
2. No

9.

Have you ever stolen or tried to steal things worth $5.00 or less?
1. Yes
2. No

10. Have you ever used checks illegally or used phony money to pay for
something?
1. Yes

2. No
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11. Have you ever sold marijuana or hashish?
1. Yes
2. No
12. Have you ever hit or threatened to hit a teacher or other school staff?
1. Yes
2. No
13. Have you ever hit or threatened to hit one of your parents?
1. Yes
2. No
14. Have you ever hit or threatened to hit other students?
1. Yes
2.No
15. Have you ever been loud, rowdy, or unruly in a public place (disorderly
conduct)?
1. Yes
2.No
16.

Have you ever sold drugs such as heroin, cocaine, and LSD?

1. Yes
2.No
17. Have you ever taken a vehicle for a drive without owner's permission?
1. Yes
2.No
18. Have you ever used force or strong-arm methods to get money or things
from other students?
1. Yes
2.No
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19. Have you ever used force or strong-arm methods to get money or things
from people not including students?
1. Yes
2.No
20. Have you ever avoided paying for such things as movies, bus or subway
rides and food?
1. Yes
2.No
21. Have you ever stolen or tried to steal something at school, or on campus?
1. Yes
2.No
22. Have you ever failed to return extra change that a cashier gave you by
mistake?
1. Yes
2.No
23. Have you ever made obscene telephone calls?
1. Yes
2.No
24. Have you ever stolen money, goods, or property from your parents or other
members of your family
1. Yes
2. No
25. Have you ever ran away from home?
1. Yes
2. No
26. Have you ever smoked cigarettes?
1. Yes
2. No
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PART B. The second set of questions are related to your family environment
before entering into the program.
27. With whom were you living with?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Mother and Father
Mother only
Father only
Mother and Stepfather
Father and Stepmother
Other (Specify)

28. How important is it to you to be together with your family?
1. Not important
2. Somewhat important
3. Very important
29. How important to talk to parents or guardian?
1. Not important
2. Somewhat important
3. Very important
30. How important parents or guardian comfort you we?
1. Not important
2. Somewhat important
3. Very important
31. How important parents or guardian think well of you?
1. Not important
2. Somewhat important
3. Very important
32. How important get along with parents or guardian?
1. Not important
2. Somewhat important
3. Very important
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33. Importance of family activity
1. Very little

2. Not too much
3. Some

4. Quite a bit
5. A great deal

34. Influence of family
1. Very little
2. Not too much
3. Some
4. Quite a bit
5. A great deal

35. Family listens to problems.
1. Very little

2. Not too much
3. Some

4. Quite a bit

5. A great deal
36. Feel lonely with family
1. Very little
2. Not too much
3. Quite a bit
4. A great deal

37. Feel close to family
1. Very little
2. Not too much
3. Quite a bit
4. A great deal
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38. Important to be honest with parents or guardians
1.
2.
3.
4.

Very little
Not too much
Quite a bit
A great deal

39. A good impression with parent guardian is important
1.
2.
3
4

Very little
Not too much
Quite a bit
A great deal

40. Lie to parents or guardian to keep trust
1.
2.
3.
4.

Very little
Not too much
Quite a bit
A great deal

41. Break parents or guardian rules to keep friends.
1.
2.
3.
4.

Very little
Not too much
Quite a bit
A great deal

PART C. The next four questions ask about your parents or guardians
monitoring skills before you entered into the program.
• 42. Did you parents know whom you were with when you were away from
home?
1. Never
2. Sometimes
3. Usually
43. Did your parents or guardians know where you were when you were away
from home?
1. Never
2. Sometimes
3. Usually
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44. Did your parents or guardians get after you to do well in your schoolwork?
1. Never
2. Sometimes
3. Usually
45. Did your parents or guardians help you with your schoolwork?
1. Never
2. Sometimes
3. Usually
PART D. The next two questions will ask whether you went to church and how
often prior to entering program?
46. Attendance at religious services:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Never
Several times a year
Once or twice a month
Once a week
Several times a week

47. Importance of religion?
1.
2.
3.
4.

Not important at all
Not too important
Pretty important
Very important

Part E. The next questions will address your grades, studying habits, and school
activities before entering program
48. Grade point average:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Mostly F's
Mostly D's
Mostly C's
Mostly B's
Mostly A's
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49. Time spent studying on weekends:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Very little
Not too much
Quite a bit
A great deal

50. Time spent studying in the afternoons during the week
1.
2.
3.
4.

Very little
Not too much
Quit a bit
A great deal

51. How important has schoolwork been?
1.
2.
3.
4.

Very little
Not too much
Quit a bit
A great deal

52. Participant in school activities?
1. Yes
2. No (If no skip number 50)
53. Type of Activities?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

SeNice Clubs
Recreational/hobby/vocational
Student Government
Journalistic groups
Drama/art/cultural programs
Cheerleading/Pom-Pom/Pep clubs etc.
ROTC
Other
Combination of activities
10.
Academic Clubs

54. Member on any athletic teams at school?
1. No
2 Yes
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55. Type of team:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Contact sport
Non- contact sport
Combination
Not a part of a team

PART F. The next two questions ask about community involvement before
entering the program.
56. Time spent on community activities on weekends?
1. Very little
2. Not too much
3. Quite a bit
4. A great deal
57. How important was community activities?
1. Very little
2. Not too much
3. Quite a bit
4. A great deal
PART 2. Part two of this questionnaire ask questions about your behavior,
family environment, religion, grades, activities, and friends. Please try
to answer these questions as honestly as you can. These question
only apply to living at the program.
58. How many people altogether(including yourself live in your home at Patrick
Henry?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

1 person
2 people
3 people
4 people
5 people
6 people
7 people
8 people
9 people
10 people or more
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Part A. Questions relating to behavior since you have been living a Patrick Henry.
59. Have you purposely damaged or destroyed property belonging to Patrick
Henry's parents or family members?
1. Yes
2. No
60. Have you purposely damaged or destroyed property belonging to a school,
college, or university
1. Yes
2. No
61. Have your stolen or tried to steal things worth more than $50.00
1. Yes
2. No
62. Have you knowingly bought, sold or held stolen goods or tried to do any of
these things?
1. Yes
2. No
63. Have you knowingly set fire to a building, a car, property or tried to do so?
1. Yes
2. No
64. Have you stolen or tried to steal things worth $5.00 or less?
1. Yes
2. No
65. Have you used checks illegally or used phony money to pay for something?
1. Yes
2. No
66. Have you sold marijuana or hashish?
1. Yes
2. No
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67. Have you hit or threatened to hit a teacher or other school staff?
1. Yes
2. No
68. Have you hit or threatened to hit one of your house parents?
1. Yes
2. No
69. Have you hit or threatened to hit other students?
1. Yes
2. No
70. Have you been loud, rowdy, or unruly in a public place (disorderly conduct)
since you have been in the program?
1. Yes
2. No
71. Have you sold drugs such as heroin, cocaine, and LSD?
1. Yes
2. No
72. Have you taken a vehicle for a drive without owner's permission?
1. Yes
2. No
73. Have you used force or strong-arm methods to get money or things from
other students?
1. Yes
2. No
74. Have you used force or strong-arm methods to get money or things from
people not including students?
1. Yes
2. No
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75. Have you avoided paying for such things as movies, bus or subway rides
and food?
1. Yes
2. No
76. Have you stolen or tried to steal something at school?
1. Yes
2. No
77. Have you failed to return extra change that a cashier gave you by mistake?
1. Yes
2. NO
78. Have you made obscene telephone calls?
1. Yes
2. No
79. Have you stolen money, goods, or property from your house parents or other
members of that family?
1. Yes
2. No
80. Have you ran away from Patrick Henry?
1. Yes
2. No
81. Have you smoked cigarettes?
1. Yes
2. No

PART B. The second set of questions are related to Your family environment at
the program
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82. With whom are you living with now?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Mother and Father
Mother only
Father only
Mother and Stepfather
Father and Stepmother
Other (Specify)

83. How important is it to you to be together with Patrick Henry?
1. Not important
2. Somewhat important
3. Very important
84. How important to talk to Patrick Henry parents?
1. Not important
2. Somewhat important
3. Very important
85. How important Patrick Henry parents to comfort you?
1. Not important
2. Somewhat important
3. Very important
86. How important Patrick Henry parents think well of you?
1. Not important
2. Somewhat important
3. Very important
87. How important to get along with Patrick Henry parents?
1. Not important
2. Somewhat important
3. Very important
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88. Importance of family activity
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very little
Not too much
Some
Quite a bit
A great deal

89. Influence of Patrick Henry family
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very little
Not too much
Some
Quite a bit
A great deal

90. Patrick Henry family listens to problems.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very little
Not too much
Some
Quite a bit
A great deal

91. Feel lonely with Patrick Henry family.
1.
2.
3.
4.

Very little
Not too much
Quite a bit
A great deal

92. Feel close to Patrick Henry family
1.
2.
3.
4.

Very little
Not too much
Quite a bit
A great deal

93. Important to be honest with Patrick Henry family
1.
2.
3.
4.

Very little
Not too much
Quite a bit
A great deal
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94. With Patrick Henry Family a good impression is important.
1.
2.
3.
4.

Very little
Not too much
Quite a bit
A great deal

95. Lie to Patrick Henry family
1.
2.
3.
4.

Very little
Not too much
Quite a bit
A great deal

96. Break Patrick Henry Family rules to keep friends
1.
2.
3.
4.

Very little
Not too much
Quite a bit
A great deal

PART C. The next four questions relates to monitoring skills of the Patrick Henry
parents.
97. Does your Patrick Henry parents know whom you were with when your were
away from home?
1. Never
2. Sometimes
3. Usually
98. Does your Patrick Henry parents know where you are when you are away
from home?
1. Never
2. Sometimes
3. Usually
99. Does your Patrick Henry parents get after you to do well in school work?
1. Never
2. Sometimes
3. Usually
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100. Does your Patrick Henry parents help you with your schoolwork?
1. Never
2. Sometimes
3. Usually
PART D. The next two questions will ask whether you go to church and how
often at Patrick Henry.
101. Attendance at religious services:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Never
Several times a year
Once or twice a month
Once a week
Several times a week

102. Importance of religion?
1.
2.
3.
4.

Not important at all
Not too important
Pretty important
Very important

PART E.
The next set of questions will address your grades, studying
habits, and school activities since you have been at Patrick Henry.
103. Grade point average:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Mostly F's
Mostly D's
Mostly C'S
Mostly B's
Mostly A's

104. Time spent studying on weekends:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Very little
Not to much
Quite a bit
A great deal
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105. Time spent studying in the afternoons during the week
1.
2.
3.
4.

Very little
Not to much
Quite a bit
A great deal

106. How important has school work been?
1.
2.
3.
4.

Very little
Not to much
Quit a bit
A great deal

107. Participant in school activities?
1. Yes
2. No (If no skip number 50)
108. Type of Activities?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Service Clubs
Recreational/hobby/vocational
Student Government
Journalistic groups
Drama/art/cultural programs
Cheerleading, Porn-Porn, Peps clubs etc.
ROTC
Other
Combination of activities
10.

109. Member on any athletic teams at school?
1. No
2. Yes
110. Type of team:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Contact sport
Non-Contact sport
Combination
Not part of a team
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PART F. The next two questions ask about community involvement since you
have been a Patrick Henry.
111. Time spent on community activities on weekend.
1.
2.
3.
4.

Very little
Not too much
Quite a bit
A great deal

112. How important was community activities?
1.
2.
3.
4.

Very little
Not too much
Quite a bit
A great deal

PART G. The next questions will ask how wrong each set of behaviors are for
yourself or someone your age.
113. Cheat on school tests?
1.
2.
3.
4.

Not wrong at all
A little bit wrong
Wrong
Very wrong

114. Destroy property?
1.
2.
3.
4.

Not wrong at all
A little bit wrong
Wrong
Very Wrong

115. Use marijuana?
1.
2.
3.
4.

Not wrong at all
A little bit wrong
Wrong
Very wrong
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116. Steal something (less than $5.00)?
1.
2.
3.
4.

Not wrong at all
A little bit wrong
Wrong
Very wrong

117. Hit someone?
1.
2.
3.
4.

Not wrong at all
A little bit wrong
Wrong
Very wrong

118. Use alcohol?
1.
2.
3.
4.

Not wrong at all
A little bit wrong
Wrong
Very wrong

119. Break into vehicles?
1.
2.
3.
4.

Not wrong at all
A little bit wrong
Wrong
Very wrong

120. Sell hard drugs?
1.
2.
3.
4.

Not wrong at all
A little bit wrong
Wrong
Very wrong

121. Steal something (more than $50)?
1x.
2.
3.
4.

Not wrong at all
A little bit wrong
Wrong
Very wrong
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122. Get drunk?
1.
2.
3.
4.

Not wrong at all
A little bit wrong
Wrong
Very wrong

PART H. The next set of questions are asking how many of your close friends,
engage in certain behaviors as listed below.
123. Cheated on school test?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

None of them
Very few of them
Some of them
Most of them
All of them

124. Destroyed property?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

None of them
Very few of them
Some of them
Most of them
All of them

125. Used marijuana?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

None of them
Very few of them
Some of them
Most of them
All of them

126. Stolen something (less than $5)
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

None of them
Very few of them
Some of them
Most of them
All of them
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127. Hit someone?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

None of them
Very few of them
Some of them
Most of them
All of them

128. Gave to the needy?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

None of them
Very few of them
Some of them
Most of them
All of them

129. Used alcohol?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

None of them
Very few of them
Some of them
Most of them
All of them

130. Did a favor?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

None of them
Very few of them
Some of them
Most of them
All of them

131 . Destroyed property?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

None of them
Very few of them
Some of them
Most of them
All of them
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PART I. How would you react if your friends engaged in deviant (wrong)
behavior?
132. Would you still run around with them??
1. No
2. Don't know
3. Yes
133. Would you try to stop these activities??
1. No
2. Don't know
3. Yes
134. Would you be willing to lie??
1. No
2. Don't know
3. Yes

